Dear re Legend, appendix 

the conditlona under which I went over the appendix after the so-oalled ovidonce 
peecluded real care I think i can r^^preaent them faithfully. ^The r.^presentation of the 
aaaaesination evidence ia virtuoao if not contemptuous display of ignorance. You'll enjoy 
euttirm that up!) 

▲Ibu, because I had mialaid a letter to hia and after reading more of the book 
thougJit I should mention some of the t>inga not ap:van'‘nt to most, I phoned george Gardner* 

If he did not tell you when he phoned, he did so at my aaj^stion because I did not want 
to taice unauthorised liberties with your notes whan you have dons a revlow for publication. 
If you ilisagroe with the few cotnoents I'll bo aiaking feel free to give any diffexy^ing 
viev to Lardner, to whoa I'® sending a carbon. 

Vhe appendix on Oswald's real and alleged contacts is puffery ebsn in the form 
of presentation. ^Meaningless as ''scholarship" because there is virtually nothing that 
can bo related to any interview and most intervitrwa aro ignored in the book. 

The 44 questions for l^osenko (CIa) were intended not to be answered. 

Qt they wcro intended 

for othf:r purposes or ropreaent hysteria, ^r a comldnation* They were ample basis for one 
of lower seaaiative level tlian Hoover woo known to have to take offonse. If Hoover rejected 
these questions I agree with him. 

They are not really questions. Tiiey are argument. As auoh they also would have scared 
the bell out of Noaenko, all of wboe^ stat^aents to this point are ignore I in the questions. 
Nosenko had to worry about a predictable "heart attack" or any disappearanoe. ^ was without 
any protection, any rights (reaembor those three years?) or any mcana of defending hiniself. 

Many of the questions have built-in conclusionB or are built on soioe. 

Ae initial questiona many are unwise in other ways. Including by in effect calling 
Nosenko a liar, a r>?al threat in his situation, thus an overt Intirntr^ation to ehan^ wl^at 
be had said. 

When the questloiis are less than argum^t they are edmost never without an advance 
expreasion of view. 

They rofloot what I i ntorprst as other than an impartial quest for straight Infonnar- 
tioe. Again, tbmntenlng to Nosenko in WLa situation. Also offonnive, which is lea:^ sarioua 
but no way to oam cooperation. Why rohash all bd bad told the VKL at this Juncture and 
how were hn and the FBI to take that effort? 

There is a State parallel. There also the CIA wanted to do what State would not agree 
to. The Commission, to whioh that pr^Iem went, agreed with State. 

in both eases the CIA knew better and oould hnvn dona better. In beth coses the CIA 
did not have Jurisdlcation. In the Nosenko ease it wont out of Its wey not to havo its 
conolueoxy questions asked. So I wonder why. If there were unanowered quastlone it beliove 
ahottld be aaked, restricting to new questions phrased quietly or including some described 
as needing elaxdfioatlon would have been a ouch better initial approach. Jt was not wise 
to do what was certain to get fever's back up mtd give the FBI legitiinate reason to taka 
offanee or to give it what anyone experienced with the plight of defectors had to Teoo^iize 
ae oharaoters who drafted these questions made no reference to any 

earlier Noeenko i ^uciwtat a <aitii 24* I did not cbedk to see if there were others or how nany. 

The questions of Appendix D are more than a third on de^hrenschlldt, of 19, seven. 

In itself this had to raise questions about what SpstedLn was up to, especially at CIA. Ha 
axid Ilia lawyer both kneu they had to aak for existing rscorda under FOIa. Th% deliborately 
avoided doing this even though it would have been simple with some of the questions .Why? 

No reason I oan think of consistent with proper intentions. .. .Hastily, 




